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Review of the Draft Feasibility Study Report
Operable Unit I Site 6, 7, 8, and 16

Alameda Point

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. Theexecutive summa_3,of anFS should give the reader a snap shot of what to expect in
the document. This is especially crucialin a complicateddocument like this one that
involves 4:sites, 2 media, andmultiple contaminants. It would be helpful to have in the
executive summarya shortparagraphon each site summarizingthe natureof the site, the
anticipatedreuse, andwhat COCs the Navy intendsto address at the site. EPA
recommendsexplainingat the begil_ing thateven thoughthe soil near the OWSs has not
been characterized,the FS evaluatesremedies to address contaminationthatmaybe
foundduringthe characterizationof these areas.

2. Please remove the phrase "groundwater contaminant examination" from this document.
This phrase appears synonymous with monitored natural attenuation, and the accepted
"monitored natural attenuation" should be used instead. Regardless of what it is called,
MNA still requires that certain c0nd".ions be met, i.e. lines of evidence be shown, before
it can be selected as a remedial alternative.

3. The discussion regarding PAHs is often incorrectly presented in the document. PAHs in
deep soil, i.e below 8 _ bgs, are attributed to the Marsh Crust which currently has an
ordinance in place to restrict exposure to this layer ofPAHs. PAHs in soil from 0 - 8 feet
are attributed to dredged sediment used to create most of Alameda Point and there is no
ordinance or other form of remedy in place to protect exposure to receptors fi'omPAHs at
these depths. Therefore, PAHs from 0 - 8 feet bgs at all sites need to be evaluated for
potential risk. If the average exposure concentration across a site is 0.62 mg/kg BaP eq in
the 0-8 foot range, and if no single sample point in the 0- 8 foot range is above 1.0mg/kg,
then the PAHs pass the screening criteria. If the average is above 0.62 mg/kg BaP eq. or
if there is a hit above 1.0 mg/kg, then PAHs at the specific site need to be evaluated for
risk and potential remedial action. Please correct to reflect this approach throughout the
document.

4. EPA requests that the inhalation concentrations used for remediation goals be those,
presented by the State of California in their January 2005 document "Use of California
Human Health Screening Levels in Evaluation of Contaminated Properties", specifically
the information contained in Table 2. (see enclosure)

5. The FS uses a duration of 100 years for LUCs for soil alternatives; however, the basis for
this period is unclear. The duration selected for comparative analysis of alternatives
should be the time to achieve remedial goals. It is unclear if the Navy anticipates that soil
contaminants will reach remedia]lgoals in 100 years. An explanation should be provided
whenever the period of analysis is less than the time to achieve remedial goals. Please
revise the FS to clari.fythe basis for the 100-year duration of LUCs for soil remedies.



6. Appendix C includes costs for groundwater alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B, but the text
does not include these designations and only presents Alternative 3 and Alternative 4.
Since the components of these subalternatives, the timeframes to achieve cleanup, and the
costs are different, the alternatives should be presented separately in the text as
Alternative 3A, Alternative 3B, Alternative 4A, and Alternative 4B and then evaluated
separately. Please make this eha_Lge.

7. EPA greatly appreciates the tbcused ARARs discussion in this FS.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. ES-1, Soil bullets: Please note that Site 7 will include further characterization of the soil
debris area in addition to remediation of the soil debris area.

2. ES-1, Groundwater bullets: Add two more bullets explainingthat groundwaterbeneath
the OWSs at Sites 7 and 8 will be sampledfor VOCs, SVOCs, metals and pesticides. If
the sampling results show groundwatercontamination,remediationof groundwaterwill
be evaluated.

3. PageES-3: Site 16RAOs needto be MCLsbecausethe groundwaterin this locationis a
potentialandpossibly currentsourceof drinkingwater. MCLswill be ARARs regardless
of the potentialfuturereuseof the propertyin this location.

4. ES-3, last paragraph: Please explain why California MCLs were selected as
remediation goals. In addition, ple_tseexplain why vinyl chloride is not included with
PCE and TCE as an inhalation threat, given its presence at Site 6 and 16. EPA requests
that the inhalation concentrations used for remediation goals be those presented by the
State of California in their January 2005 document "Use of California Human Health
Screening Levels in Evaluation o:fContaminated Properties", specifically the information
contained in Table 2. (see enclosure)

5. Executive Summary, Page ES_;: In the Executive Summary, the durations of
groundwater remedial alternatives are reported as 40 years, 30 years and up to 5 years for
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 respectiw.qy,to attain domestic use remedial goals; however, in
the text of the FS and in the cost estimates, 30 years is used as the duration for
Alternative 2. Furthermore, the Executive Summary concludes that the 30 and 5 year
time-frames for Alternatives 3 and 4 are shorter than the time-flame for Alternative 2, but
the time frame used for Alternative 2 in the body of the FS is the same as that for
Alternative 3:30 years;. Please revisethe FS to correct this discrepancy.

6. Page 1-1, second paragraph: It would be more accurate to say that the RUFS work for
Site 14 and 15 was put:on a faster tTackthan Sites 6, 7, 8 and 16. Site 15 has a completed
ILl and FS, but the Site:14FS is not yet complete.



7. Section 2.1, Installation History, Page 2-1: The text in the firstparagraphstatesthat the
firstdocumentedfilling of the subtidallands "began some time duringthe 1890s'"but the
text of the first full paragraphon page 2-2 and the text of the second bullet on page 2-3
indicatethat this filling began in 1887. Please resolvethis discrepancyand revise the text
as necessary.

8. Section 2.1, Installation History, Pages 2-1 and 2-2: The installation history does not
include the date Alameda Point was placed on the National Priorities List (N-PL). Please
include this date in the text.

9. Section 2.3, Geology, Page 2-3: The text of the first bullet indicates that the MarshCrust
layer"was formed by petroleumwastes," but EPA commentson the OU-1 Remedial
Investigation(RI) Report indicatedthatEPA would preferthat the text state that the
MarshCrust is associated with refinery and coal gasificationwastes so that readerswill
notassume that the polynucleararomatic hydrocarbon(PAIl) problemis relatedto the
totalpetroleum hydrocarbon (TPH)programrather than to CERCLA. Please revise the
text to statethat the MarshCrust is associated with refinery and coal gasification wastes.

10. Section 2.3.3, Site 8 Geology, Page 2-5: The text does not include a descriptionof the
artificialfill between the surface and6 feet below groundsurface (fl bgs), but does
includea descriptionof the fill bet_,een 6 and 10 feet bgs. Please include a descriptionof
the artificialfill materials between the surface and6 ft bgs at Site 8.

11. Page 2-9, first paragraph: The statementsin this paragraphare incorrect. Groundwater
beneath Sites 6 and 8 meets the t_deraldefinition of a Class II aquiferwhich means it is a
potentialdrinking watersource. However, due to the manyfactorsdescribedin the
"Beneficial Uses of Groundwater"documentfor Alameda Point (Navy, 2000), the water
is unlikely to be used as a drinkingwater source in the futurewhich means thatthere is
some flexibility in applyingMCLsas ARARs for CERCLA cleanuppurposes.

12. Page 2-9, second paragraph: ]?leasenote thatthe groundwaterbeneath Site 16 is
correctly stated as being a C,lass II aquifer that is possibly a current drinking water source
(due to the existence of close off-base wells). In this instance MCLs do apply as ARARs,
regardless of future property use.

13. Page 2-11, last bullet: Please confirm that the stated reuses for Site 6, 8 and 16 are as
stated in this bullet. EPA is under the impression that Site 16 is slated for residential and
that Site 6 and 8 are also likely targeted for residential (or mixed use, which includes
residential).

14. Table 2-1, Site History, Planned Reuse, and Beneficial Groundwater Uses: This table
indicates that the potential future land reuse for Site 6 is recreational and
commercial/industrial, and for Site;16 it is recreational. However, both Site 6 and 16 are
shown in areas identified as "housing opportunities" on Figure 2-6, Planned Reuse
Areas. Please clarify if residential use is possible in the future at Site 6 and 16 and add
residential use to Table 2-1 as appropriate.



15. Section 3.0, Remedial Investigation Summary and Recommendations: It appearsthat
the words "contaminant" and "contaminate" have been used interchangeably. For
example, "contaminate" was used where "contaminant" should have been used in the
second to the last sentence in Section 3.2, and in the last paragraph of the subsection
titled "Soil" on page 3-7. Please revise the text to use the correct terminology.

16. Page 3-2, sentence that reads "For metals, screening levels were based on the
maximum concentration detected in ambient soil or groundwater." EPA strongly
disagreeswith this methodof screening and asksthat the Navy performa comparisonof
the distribution of each metal contaminant in the background data set with the
distribution of each contaminant in the site data set. The distributions for each data set
should be close in value in order to claim that a site metal concentration level is due to
background. In addition, outlier tests should be performed on the site data to ensure that
potential hot spots are not being overlooked by "averaging" them in with the rest of the
data.

17. Page 3-2, second paragraph: Please note that the regulatory agencies didnot agree with
the risk assessment results for the RI and believe that the risk is probably underestimated
at each site.

18. Page 3-3, Section 3.1.2, second paragraph: Even though the groundwater beneath Site
7 is a Class III aquifer according to federal guidelines and therefore not subject to MCLs
as ARARs, protection of this grotmdwater may be required under Regional Board
regulations. Further, it is incorrect _!ostate that there is no contamination in groundwater
beneath Site 7. Arsenic levels are an order of magnitude above the background level, and
therefore appear attributable to site activities. In addition, arsenic is a COC in the soil,
further indication that the groundwater contamination is due to site activities. EPA
requests that the Navy acknowledge that arsenic is a contaminant above background
range in groundwater at Site 7 and correct all references in the FS document that state
otherwise. Further, TPH is a problem at Site 7 and that fact, even though outside of the
CERCLA cleanup, should be mentioned.

19. Page 3-3, Residential Scenario: Ingestion of homegrown produce should be includedas
an exposure pathway for the residential scenario to be consistent with evaluation of other
sites on the base.

20. Page 3-4, first paragraph: A brief discussion of the limitations of the data set used in
the risk assessment would be helpful either here or in the beginning of the risk
assessment portions. "]['heuseabilit3,of the data was limited by many of the sample
analyses having detection limits set above the PRGs, in some cases substantially above
the PRGs. This problem means that the data set falls short of doing an adequate job
characterizing the sites and results in datagaps which the Navy has agreed to investigate
as part of the RD/RA. It also explains why the regulators believe the risks may be
underestimated.
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21. Page 3-4, Section 3.1.3: Please explain why stormsewer lines and associatedbedding
materialwere not considered prefi_rentialpathwaysfor contaminants in groundwaterto
the SeaplaneLagoon and the Bay, or alternatively,rephrasethis section to statethat the
cleanup of groundwaterwill eliminateanyconcerns regardingpotentialmigrationof
contaminatedgroundwaterto an aquaticreceptor.

22. Page 3-5, Section 3.1.4, last sentence: Please clarifythis sentenceto explain that the
only site with a comingledTPH andCERCLA plume is Site 16, andthe plumes will be
handledunder the CERCLA cleanuP.

23. Section 3.1.5, Approach to Risk Management Decisions, Page 3-5: Sites areevaluated
in this FS if the total site riskis greaterthan 1E-06 or the HazardIndex (HI) is greater
than 1,but lead does not appearto fit eitherof these categories. Please revise this section
to clarify the approachto risk managementdecisions for lead contaminationat OU 1
sites.

24. Page 3-8, second paragraph: Please confirm that the detection limits for Bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether in all 35 sampleswerebelow the PRGs, or if this is not the case, the
sentence should be qualifiedto explainwhy this contaminantis not a concern.

25. Page 3-8, third paragraph: Please clarifywhat is meantby the phrase "do not appearto
be migratingoff site...". Does this referto Site 6 or to Alameda Point?

26. Page 3-10, Section 3.2.2.2: The ]potentialfor bedding materialaround the storm sewer
lines to act as a preferentialpathwayshould be evaluatedhere, or altematively,an
explanationgiven thatgroundwaterwill be remediatedto levels that no longerpose a
threatto aquaticreceptorseven if the beddingmaterialpresentsa preferentialpathway
outto the Bay.

27. Section 3.2.2.2, Ecological Risk Assessment Results, Page 3-10 and Section 3.2.3,
Risk Management Decisions, Page 3-10: The text in these two sections contains a
contradiction. In Section 3.2.2.2, the text states that "the ERA results indicated that none
of the chemicals in soil or groundwater pose significant risk to ecological receptors," but
the text in Section 3.2.3 states that, "No action is recommended for chemicals that pose a
risk only to ecological receptors," which implies that there are chemicals that pose a risk
to ecological receptors. Please resolve this discrepancy.

28. Page 3-10. Section 3.2.3, PAils: Here and in other sections, the discussion regarding
PAHs is incorrectly presented. PAils in deep soil, i.e below 8 ft bgs, are attributed to the
Marsh Crust which currently'has artordinance in place to restrict exposure to this layer of
PAHs. PAHs in soil from 0 - 8 feet are attributed to dredged sediment used to create
most of Alameda Point and there is no ordinance or other form of remedy in place to
protect exposure to receptors from PAHs at these depths. Therefore, PAHs from 0 - 8
feet bgs at all sites need to be evaluated for potential risk. If the average exposure
concentration across a site is 0.62.mg/kg BaP eq in the 0-8 foot range, and if no single
sample point in the 0- 8 foot range is above 1.0 mg/kg, then the PAHs pass the screening



criteria. If the average isabove 0.62 mg/kg BaP eq. or if there is a hit above 1.0 mg/kg,
then PAHs at the specific site need to be evaluated for remedial action. Please correct to
reflect this approach throughout the document.

29. Page 3-12, third paragraph: Please be clear thatsoil AND groundwatersampleswill be
takenaroundand beneath the OWS ateach site. TheOWSs representnot only soil data
gaps butalso groundwaterdata gaps;.

30. Page 3-12, sixth paragraph:: EPA does not agree with attributing metal contaminant
concentrations in groundwater above background to other factors (in this case the
presence of solvents) as a reason to discount the metal as a COPC. Since the presence of
solvents is due to site related activities, it can be argued that the elevated manganese is
also due to site related activities and[therefore needs to be evaluated for risk and possible
remediation. Please revise and address this potential risk.

31. Page 3-14, third paragraph: Please provide the range of concentrations of PAH hits
and also the maximum hit concentration, as is done for other contaminants.

32. Page 3-15, first paragraph, last sentence: This statement raises the concernthat the
source of the VOCs may not yet have been identified.

33. Section 3.3.1, Groundwater, Page 3-15: The secondparagraphof this subsection
appearsto be out of place since it includes a discussionof risk fromsoil. Please move
this paragraphto one of the subsections on risk.

34. Page 3-15, third paragraph, last sentence: It is prematuretostate thatthe PAH plume
• has been defined since therehas only been one roundof sampling thathas includedPAHs

at Site 7. It is not possible to know yet whether the plume has been defined or whether
PAHs arereally aproblem here.

35. Section 3.3.2, Risk Assessment Results, Page 3-16: There are several discrepancies
between the information presented in this section and the data listed in the table on Page
3-18. For example, for subsurface:soil in the non soil debris area, the total RME
carcinogenic risk is given as 2E-04 but the sum of residential cancer risk values in the
table appears to be 3E-04. Similarly, the HI is given as 4, but the numbers in the table
add to 5.44. Benzene is listed as a risk driver, but the contribution from benzene is not
listed in the table. Furthermore, since the table includes only those chemicals exceeding
screening levels, it appears that the total RME carcinogenic risk should be higher than
3E-04 and the total HI should be higher than 5.44. Please revise this section to correct
these discrepancies.

36. Page 3-16, fourth paragraph, last sentence: What is the risk driver in subsurfacesoils
that is resulting in a risk level of 2 x 10-4and that would seem to imply that remediation
is necessary.



37. Page 3-17, second and third paragraph: EPA reiteratesour opinion stated in our
commentson the RemedialInvestigationReportthatwe do not accept that the
explanationgiven in the text here that levels of arsenicfoundin the groundwaterare at
backgroundlevels. The incrementalrisklevel is, in fact, an orderof magnitudehigher,as
statedin the third paragraph,andthereforearsenic levels do no seem attributableto
background. In addition,arsenic iLsa risk driver in the soil, which furthersupportsthe
speculationthat its presence in groundwateris duenot to background,but to site related
activities. Even though the waterbeneath Site 7 is considereda Class IIIaquiferunder
federalguidelines, it still falls under'the areacovered in the Regional Board's Basin Plan
as warrantingprotection. Therefore,it is likely that remediationof the groundwaterfor
arsenicand possibly PAHs will be necessary. Please acknowledge the presenceof
arsenic at Site 7 maybe due to site relatedactivities, and include a remediation
componentfor this contaminantthat will meet the Regional Board's requirements.

38. Section 3.3.2, Lead, Page 3-17: Text appears to be missing from the sentence that reads,
"The model predicts that the 95thpercentile estimate of blood lead is 24.6 micrograms per
deciliter (ug/dL) for a _:hildingesting groundwater and the soil debris area." Please
provide the missing text.

39. Table, Chemicals Exceeding Scree-'.ing Levels at Site 7, Page 3-18: Lead is listed as a
COC in the soil debris area,but the criterion for lead is notprovided. For clarity,please
list the exposure point concentration and the lead screening criterion in this table.

40. Section 3.3.2.2, Site 7 Soil Debris Area, Pages 3-19 and 3-20: The fact that the extent
of contamination in the Soil Debris Area has not been delineated is not discussed in this
section. The extent of aluminum, arsenic, copper, and lead, has not been delineated, so it
is unclear whether the risk associated with these areas has been defined. Therefore, the
conclusion that "risk is within the risk management range" is premature. Please revise
the text to state that the extent of contamination in the Soil Debris Area has not been

delineated and that this will be addressed in the RD/RA. In addition, please recommend
further action to delineate the extent of contamination.

41. Section 3.3, Risk Management Decisions, Page 3-20: The first sentence in this section
statesthat for the residentialscenario, carcinogenicrisk from Site 7 soil is within the risk
managementrange;however, on Page 3-16 the FS gives the total RME carcinogenic risk
as which exceeds the risk managementrange. Please correct this discrepancy.Also,
cadmiumis acceptedas a COC for Site 7 soil and exceeds the HI of 1, but is not
discussed in this section. Please revise this section to provide furtherjustificationfor
eliminatingSite 7 soil fromconsiderationin this FS.

42. Page 3-20, fourth paragraph: The Marsh Crust does not address PAH contamination
found at 4 to 8 feet bgs and PAH contamination found at this depth interval is due to
PAHs from sediment used to fill Alameda Point rather than trapped PAH contamination
in the marshes and sloughs. A remedy to control exposure to any PAHs above the RAOs
of 0.62 mg/kg BaP eq average concentration and any single point over 1.0 mg/kg BaP eq.
must be evaluated at this site.



43. Page 3-20, sixth paragraph: The logic for disregardingrisks from PAHs in soil is
wrong. The PAHs between 0 and 8 feet bgs are NOT attributedto the Marsh Crustand
the Marsh Crustordinancedoes not addressthem. Also, cadmiumis listed as a COCfor
this soil areaon page 2;-18,but seems to have been dropped from discussion from this
section. Please explain what happened to the cadmium hits.

44. Section 3.3, Risk Management Decisions, Page 3-21: This section presents a
justification for not consideringSite 7 groundwaterin this FS by discussing each COC;
however, lead apparentlyexceeds,the screening criterion but is not discussed in this
section. Further,methyl tertbutyl ether (MTBE) was detectedin groundwatereast of Site
7, but this chemical was not include,d in the HHRA. Forclarify and completeness,please
revise this section to discuss why lead and MTBE in groundwaterarenot a concernat
Site 7.

45. Page 3-21, Groundwater Section: EPA disagreeswith the logic for removing arsenic
and PAHs frombeing risks in groundwaterat this site. Arsenic is an orderof magnitude
higher thanbackgroundand PAHs are probably due to elevated levels of PAHs in soil.

46. Section 3.4.1, Groundwater, Page 3-23: Although the text states that "there areno
detectable concentrationsof TCE," it is possible thattrichloroethene(TCE) is presentin
Site 8 groundwater,since the well in which TCE was detectedhas notbeen sampledsince
quarterlymonitoringbegan in 2002. Since the well that historicallyhad TCE has not
been sampled,it is notknownifTCE is still presentin Site 8 groundwater. Similarly, the
same well (M08-06) had the highest concentrationsof benzene; since this well has not
been sampled recently, the currer_,tmaximum concentration of benzene is unknown.
Please revise the text to state that it is not known if TCE or benzene is present in Site 8
groundwater and also state that groundwater samples will be taken beneath the OWSs to
ascertain if they are the source of the past hit of TCE.

47. Chemicals Exceeding Screening Levels at Site 8: Leadis listed as a COC in soil, but
the criterionfor lead is notprovided. Forclarity, please list the exposurepoint
concentrationandthe lead screening criterion in this table.

48. Section 3.4.3, Risk Management Decisions, Page 3-26: The second sentence at the top
of this page states thatno furtheraction is recommendedat Site 8. Please clarify this
statement (e.g., no further action is recommended for TPHat Site 8).

49. Page 3-26, Site 8 Soil Section: The Marsh Crust does not address PAH contamination
found from 0 to 8 feet bgs and PAH contamination found at this depth interval is due to
PAHs from sediment used to fill Alameda Point rather than trapped PAH contamination
in the marshes and sloughs. A remedy to control exposure to any PAHs above the RAOs
of 0.62 mg/kg BaP eq average conc,entration and any single point over 1.0 mg/kg BaP eq.
needs to be evaluated ',atthis site.
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50. Page 3-27, Site 8 Groundwater: Note thatgroundwatersamplingbeneath the OWS
needs to be performedaspartof the RD/RA datagap sampling. Based on those results,a
determinationcan be madewhether the groundwateratthis site needs further
investigationor remediation,or whetherno actionis appropriate.

51. Page 3-28, 3-29, Groundwater Section: Note that chlordane was found at very high
concentrationsin soil nearUST 608-1 andmay show a source for the chlordanehits in
groundwater. It is possible thatthe contaminationhas migratedaway fromthe source
over the last 10 years andmay stillbe present in the groundwater.

52. Section 3.5.1, Nature and Extent, Pages 3-28 and 3-29: Some text is in the wrong
subsections. Forexample, the secondparagraph(underSoil) on Page 3-28 discusses the

• extentof contaminationin groundwaterand shouldbe moved to the groundwater
subsection. The fourthparagraph(underSoil) discusses risk from soil and groundwater
and shouldbe moved to Section 3.5,.2. The firsttwo sentences of the last paragraphof
the groundwatersubsection (page 3-29) discuss the risk associated with lead, but the
remainderof the paragraphdiscu,ssesthe pilot study for in situ chemical oxidation,so it
appearsthatthe firsttwo sentences shouldbe moved to Section 3.5.2. Please reorganize
the text in this section so that the Soil subsectiononly contains informationabout the
extentof soil contaminationandthe groundwatersubsection only contains information
aboutthe extent of groundwatercontamination.

53. Section 3.5.2.1, Human Health Risk Assessment, Page 3-30: The discussionof
groundwaterrisk states thatrisk from backgroundgroundwater is 2.2E-04, but the next
sentencesays that incrementalrisk from"background"metals is 4.6E-04. This appears
to be in error, since the risk from background groundwater cited in the RI Report is
lower. Please clarify if the incrementalrisk,less the risk from background metals is
4.6E-04 and if not, revise the text to cite the correct incrementalrisk.

54. Section 3.5.3, Risk Management Decisions, Page 3-31: This section states that COCs
identifiedfor soil are leadand PCBs; however, lead is not listed as a soil COCin the
tableon Page 3-32 and the text of Section 3.5.2.1 states that there is a minimalrisk to
humanhealth from ingestionof lead in Site 16 soil. Please resolve this discrepancy.

55. Page 3-32, last paragraph: Stormsewer beddingmaterialmay still provide a
preferentialpathway for contaminatedgroundwaterto flow to the Bay, even in areas
wherethe storm sewers are in good[condition. If groundwateris remediatedto MCLs,
anyecological concern regarding;aquaticreceptors will be addressedand the bedding
migrationpathway will no longer be a concern.

56. Page 4-1, first paragraph: Please mention that not only will soil samples be taken
beneathand adjacentto the OWSs at the sites, but thatgroundwaterwill also be sampled
beneaththe OWSs.



57. Page 5-1, Soil Section:: Please note that soil samples need to be taken beneath the OWSs
as well as adjacentto them. The final samplinglocations canbe decided in the Remedial
Design Workplan.

58. Section 5.1.3.1, Chemical, Page 5-5: The discussion of groundwaterARARs refers to
Site 16; however, this section discusses Site 6 ARARs. Forclarity,please removethe
reference to Site 16 from thissection. Please note thatSite 6 groundwaterqualifies as a
potential,although unlikelydrinkingwatersource. EPA will notrequirethat MCLsbe
used as ARARs if there is a prohibitionuse of the groundwaterand on residentialuse of
the property. However, Site 6 groundwaterdoes fallunderthe areadelineatedby the
Regional Boardas requiring protection,andthereforeany Regional Board requirements
for clean up must be addressedby tile remedial actionchosen for this site.

59. Page 5-7, Table at the top of the page: The inhalation criteria for restricted use for
vinyl chloride have been entered incorrectly in this table. When revising the table, EPA
requests that the Navy use the CalEPA's January 2005 guidance "Use of California
Human Health Screening Levels in Evaluation of Contaminated Property" to derive the
corresponding groundwater c:oncentrationsfor the contaminants of concern.

60. Page 5-10, Section 5.2.2.2, second paragraph: While LUCs may be necessary during
thetime it takes for a remedy'to meet the RAOs, EPA does not agree with the statement
that "attainment of the vapor intrusion goal may not be possible, verifiable or practical."
EPA expects that this goal will be met by the remedy that is chosen.

61. Page 5-11, second paragraph: The statement "The effectiveness of the groundwater use
restrictions depends on the willingness and ability of local governments to monitor
compliance and take enforcement action" is disturbing.-Firstly, the Navy, at least in part,
is responsible for ensuring that restrictions as part of LUCs are enforced. Second, we
have evidence to show that groundwater restrictions in the City of Alameda are not
strictly monitored or enforced, whic,h means that further layers of restrictions will be
necessary to ensure that the LUC,;work, i.e. prohibition on residential use in areas where
groundwater use is prohibited.

62. Page 5-15, Oxygen Releasing Compounds: Is it worth evaluating use of oxygen
releasingcompounds in tandemwith other technologies? Reducingvinyl chlorideis
often the mostdifficult partof the:remedyprocess andoxygen releasing compounds axe
known to be effective in this regard.

63. Page 5-15: Please remove the phrase "groundwater contaminant examination" from this
document. This phrase appears synonymous with monitored natural attenuation, and the
accepted "monitored natural attenuation" should be used instead. Regardless of what it is
called, MNA still requires that certain conditions be met, i.e. lines of evidence shown,
before it can be selected as a remedial alternative.
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64. Section 5.3.2.4, Alternative 4 - Plume boundary Delineation, Active Groundwater
Treatment to Unrestricted Reuse Criteria, Groundwater Contaminant
Examination, and LUCs, Page 5-22: Underthis alternative,groundwatercontaminant
examination would be conducted for a period of 30 years after active groundwater
treatment to MCLs. It is not clear why groundwater contaminant examination for 30
years would be required ifMCLs ate achieved within 3 to 5 years. Please revise the FS
to include a reasonable timeframe fi3rmonitoring to confirm that MCLs have been
attained and provide justification for the monitoring period included in Alternative 4.

65. Page 5.23, second paragraph: Confirmation of decrease in residual contamination due
to remedial actions is simply monitoring, and is a required component of any
groundwater remedy. Please revise the text to reflect this fact.

66. Section 5.4.2.1, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment, Page 5-
24 and Section 8.4.2.1, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment,
Page 8-2 :The first sentence in Section 5.4.2.1 states that Alternative 2 "protects human
health by identifying the nature and extent of contamination present in soil at OWS-040A
and OWS-040B ..." but delineation of the nature and extent of contamination is not
protective of human health because it does nothing to break the exposure pathway or to
reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants. The same problem occurs in
Section 8.4.2.1., where the text states that Alternative 2 protects human health by
identifying the nature '.andextent of contamination present in soil at OWS-608A and
OWS-608B ..." Please revise the quoted phrase from these sections and from any other
section (e.g., 8.4.3.1, fi)r Alternative 3) in which "identifying the nature and extent of
contamination" is said to be protective.

67. Section 5.4.2.2, Compliance with Applicable or ReleVant and Appropriate
Requirements, Page 5-25: Under "Potential Action" the Navy lists action-specific
ARARs for excavation and off-site disposal; however, this section addresses Alternative
2: One Time Soil Sampling and LUCs. Please revise the FS to provide the list of ARARs
applicable to Alternative 2 in this section.

68. Section 5.4.3.4, Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment,
Page 5-29: This section states that Alternative 3 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of potentially contaminated soil adjacent to OWS-040A and OWS-040B by
excavating and disposing of contaminated materials at an off-site facility. According to
the National Contingency Plan, thi,;criterion is intended to evaluate alternatives with
respect to reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. Disposal at an
offsite facility does not meet this cx-iterionunless treatment is conducted at the facility, in
which case the volume may actually increase depending on treatment method. Please
revise this section to clarify that ,Alternative3 would not reduce the toxicity, mobility or
volume through treatment unless treatment is conducted at the off-site facility.

69. Section 5.5.2.2, Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume, Page 5-31: This
criterion is intended to evaluate alternatives with respect reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume through treatment. Since Alternative 2 includes no treatment, please delete
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the statementthat it "does reduce:thetoxicityof contaminatedsoil, althoughnot through
treatment...."

70. Section 5.6.1.2, Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements, Page 5-32 and Section 8.6.1.2, Compliance with Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements, Page 8-30: The text statesthat Alternative1
"will eventuallymeet chemical-specificARARs," but since there is no treatmentand no
mechanism to measure a reduction in contaminant concentrations in Alternative 1, this
assumption cannot be made. Please delete the quoted statement.

71. Section 5.6.3.7, Cost, Page 5-38: The cost for hydrogen release compound under
Alternative 3 is given as $1.7 million, but in Appendix C, the cost is $1.4 million. Please
resolve this discrepancy.

72. Page 5-38, Section 5.6.4.3: EPA believes the long term effectiveness and permanence
would be greater for Alternative 4 than Alternative 3 because there would be no long
term LUCs to be kept,in place.

73. Page 5-39, Section 5.6.4.4: Reduction of mobility, toxicity and volume would all be
greaterwith Alternative 4 thanAlternative3.

74. Section 5.7.1.1, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment, Page 5-
40: The secondparagraphappearsto discuss Altematives 2 through4, butonly the
specific elementsof Alternative2 are discussed. Please revise this section to clarifyhow
Alternatives3 and4 compare in achieving this criterion.

75. Section 5.7.1.2, Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements, Page 5-40, and Table 5-8: SummarY of Comparative Analysis of
Groundwater Alternatives For Site 6: The text states that"all alternativesareexpected
to meet the chemical-specific, location-specific, andaction-specific ARARs identifiedin
this FS report" andTable 5-8 indicates that Alternative 1 will meet ARARs, but since
Alternative 1 does not include treatmentor mechanismto measurea reductionin
contaminantconcentrationsit c_anot be assumedthatAlternative 1 will meetARARs.
Further,the fact that Alternative1will not provide long-term-effectiveness and
permanenceatSite 6 is acknowledgedin Section 5.7.2.1. Please revise the text to state
that Alternative 1 will not meet i_',ARs.

76. Section 5.7.2.2, Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume through Treatment,
Page 5-41: The text states thatall of the alternatives"would eventually reduce the
mobility, toxicity and volume of contaminationthroughnaturaldegradationprocesses,
but there is no mechanism to measure any reductionin Alternative 1, so this assumption
cannotbe made. Please revise the text to statethatAlternative 1will notreduce the
mobility, toxicity, and volume oilcontamination.
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77.' Page 5-42, Section 5.7.3, third paragraph: Alternatives3 and4 provide protection
againstindoorvaporintrusionthroughtreatmentwhich is more effective andpermanent
thatAltemative 2 LUCs.

78. Figure 5-1, Proposed Excavation Areas for Site 6 Soil and OWS-040A and OWS-
040B: It is notclear how the excavationareas forthe OWSs were estimated. Please
clarify the basis for the assumedexcavationareas(e.g., previous sampling locations,
experience removingsimilar size OWSs, etc.).

79. Page 6-1, first paragraph: While EPA agreesthat the high TDS in groundwaterbeneath
Site 7 disqualifies it fi)rprotectionas a Class IIpotentialdrinkingwater source,the area
still falls underthe protectionof the Regional Board. Any RB requirementsfor
protectionof the groundwater must be met atthis site, notwithstandingthe federal
designationof the groundwater.

80. Section 6.1.1, Chemicals of Concern, Page 6-1: The text states that arsenic, cadmium,
and lead are the only COCs in Site 7 soil, butthe extent of aluminumand copper
contaminationin the Soil DebrisAreahas notbeen delineatedso it is unclear if these
metalsshould also be consicieredC,OCs. Please revisethe text to statethat the extentof
aluminumand copperhas not been O_lineatedso it is not known if these metals should
also be consideredCOCsl

81. Page 6-1, last sentence: EPA requests thatthe Navy performa comparisonof the
distributionof each metalcontarainantin the background dataset with the distributionof
each contaminantin the site dataset ratherthana comparisonto maximumbackground
concentrationlevels. The averagevalue for arsenicatAlameda is around 8 - 9 mg/kg
and so screeningagainsta value of 15.6 mg/kg is not sufficiently conservative. The
distributionsfor each dataset should be close in value in orderto claimthata site metal
concentrationlevel is due to background. In addition,outliertests shouldbe performed
on the site datato ensurethat potentialhot spots arenot being overlookedby "averaging"
them in with the rest of the ,data.

82. Page 6-2, third paragraph: Please note that groundwater samples mustbe taken
beneath the OWS in additionto the soil samples beneath and adjacentto it.

83. Section 6.2, General Response Actions and Remedial Alternatives, Page 6-5: This
section states that three generalresponse actions(GRAs) were identifiedfor the
contaminatedsoils at Site 7; however, only two GRAs are listed and evaluated:no action
andexcavation. Since the no action alternativeis only retainedfor comparisonpurposes,
effectively only one alternativeis developed for Site 7 soil. This is insufficient. In order
to ensure that the best possible alternativeis developed for Site 7 soil, please revise the
FS to include additionalalternativesfor Site 7 soil. If other alternativesdo not meet the
threshold criteria, they can be eliimirtatedduringthe screening of alternatives.
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84. Section 6.2.2, Alternative 2: Om_Time Soil Sampling, Excavation, and Off-site
Disposal, Page 6-6 and Figure 6..1:It is unclearhow the extent of the excavation canbe
shown with any accuracy since the extent of aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, copper, and
lead has not been delineated in the Soil Debris Area and sampling to determine the extent
of contamination is apparently not included in this alternative. It is possible that
contamination extends beyond the:boundaries shown on Figure 6-1. For example, the
concentration of lead in the 4.0 to 4.5 foot interval below ground surface (bgs) at S07-
SSI-SS!3 is 2,550 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and cadmium was detected at 125
mg/kg, but here are no locations to the southwest, south, or southeast to delineate the
extent of this contamination. In the 2.0 to 3.0 foot bgs interval of the next sample to the
west (S07-SSI-SS14), lead was detected at 1,200 mg/kg and cadmium was detected at
44.2 mg/kg, but there are no locations to the southwest, south, or southeast to delineate
the extent of this contamination. Please revise this alternative to include sampling to
delineate the extent of contamination in the Soil Debris Area.

85. Page 7-1, first paragraph: Groundwater beneath Site 8 does qualify as a potential
drinking water source .tinderfederalcriteria. However, it is anunlikely, although still
potential, drinkingwatersource. Due to the reasons given in the Beneficial Uses of
Groundwater doculnent, EPA will not requirethatMCLs apply as ARARs provided there
is a prohibition on grotmdwateruse at this site anda prohibitionon use of the site as
residential property. However, the RegionalBoard does require thatgroundwater
beneath Site 8 be protected, and so all State requirementspertaining to the protection of
this resource mustbe addressed.

86. Section 7.1.1, Chemicals of Concern, Page 7-1 and Figure 7-1, Proposed Excavation
Areas, Site 8 Soil: The FS states that Aroclor-1260 was detected along the storm sewer
line at Site 8 at concentrations slightly above residential PRGs, but Figure 7-1 shows
Aroclor concentrations along the sewer line on the order of 270 mg/kg, which is more
than 1000 times the PRG. A comparison of this figure with the information presented in
the RI, suggests that the units on Figmre 7-1 are in error. Please revise Figure 7-1 to
present data in the appropriate units.

87. Page 7-5, Section 7.2.2, first paragraph: Please explainwhy the prohibition on
residential use is in effect for 100 years and not indefinitely. Also, please state that if
groundwater contaminationis found beneaththe OWS, remediation of the groundwater
may be necessary.

..... 88 .... Section 7._5.4,Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility,_grVolu___Pag e 7-12: This section
states that Alternative3 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume contaminatedsoil
at Site 8 by excavatinganddisposing of contaminatedmaterialsat an off-site facility.
According to the National ContingencyPlan, this criterionis intendedto evaluate
alternativeswith respect to reductionof toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment.
Disposal at an offsite facility does;notmeet this criterionunless treatmentis conductedat
the facility, in which case the volume may actually increasedependingon treatment
method. Please revise this section to clarify thatAlternative3 would not reduce the
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toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment unless treatment is conducted at the off-
site facility.

89. Section 7.6.2.2, Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume, Page 7-14: This
criterion is intended to evaluate altermativeswith respect reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume through treatment. Since,Alternative 2 includes no treatment, please delete
the statement that it "does reduce the toxicity of contaminated soil, although not through
treatment ...."

90. Page 8-2, Section 8.1.1, Soil: The first sentence states that arsenic, lead and PCBs will
not be evaluated further in this FS. However, the previous page states data gaps for PCBs
will be addressed, per BCT agreement, as part of the RE)activities. Please clarify Section
8.1.1.

91. Page 8-4, first paragraph: Please include additional PCB sampling with that being
proposed for the OWSs.

92. Page 8-4, Section 8.1.4, Groundwater RAOs: Since the groundwater beneath Site 16 is
a potential and possibly current drinking water source, and the likelihood of groundwater
use is high, the only RAOs tlhatcan be used for groundwater clean up are MCLs. Please
revise this section by removing the non-MCL RAO options, since they would not comply
with ARARs.

93. Page 8-5, first bullet on page: Please add "and any PCB contaminated soil in the
storage area" to the sentence.

94. Section 8.2.2.4, Active Remediation, Page 8-10: Air sparging is listed as one of the
technologies evaluated, but it is not discussed in this section. For clarity and
completeness, please include a discussion of air sparging in the screening of technologies
for Site 16.

95. Page 8-12, Groundwater Contaminant Examinations: This term appears to be
Monitored Natural Attenuation. Please be aware that the requirements for MNA
specifically state that, among other things, the plume must be stable in order to consider
MNA as a remedy. Tlherefore, in a situation where "the plume is still expanding and
migrating", MNA would immediately fail as one of the alternatives under consideration.

........ 9& _ Page_8-13,Section 8.2.3_second p_a_ragraph_:_The ac_tivi_y_describedin this p_aragrap_his .......
actually monitoring, not MNA, and is not a stand alone remedy, but a component of
every active groundwater remedy.

97. 8.4.2.4, Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment, Page 8-27:
This section states that Alternative 3 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
potentially contaminated soil adjacent to OWS-608A and OWS-608B by excavating and
disposing of contaminated materials at an off-site facility. According to the National
Contingency Plan, this criterion iisintended to evaluate alternatives with respect to
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reduction of toxicity, mobility, or "volumethrough treatment. Disposal at an offsite
facility does not meet this criterion maless treatment is conducted at the facility, in which
case the volume may actually increase depending on treatment method. Please revise this
section to clarify that Alternative 3 would not reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume
through treatment unle_sstreatment is conducted at the off-site facility.

98. Page 8-32, Page 8.6.2.2: EPA disagrees that Alternative 2 would eventually meet RAOs
in the absence of any active remedial implementation. Rather, all evidence to date shows
that PCE and TCE would eventually degrade to vinyl chloride and stall at that state
unless aquifer conditions were changed through active remediation.

99. Page 8-37, Sections 8.6.4.5: The Short-term Effectiveness is much better for Alternative
4 which takes 1/7 of the time to reach RAOs as that for Alternative 3.

100. Page 8-38, Section 8.7.1: There would need to be a prohibition on residential use of the
property for Alternatiw.-s2 and 3, and a prohibition on residential use until MCLs are met
under Alternative 4.

101. Section 8.7.1.2, Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements, Page 8-38, and Table 8-8: Summary of Comparative Analysis of
Groundwater Alternatives For Site 16: The text states that "all alternatives are
expected to meet the chemical-specific, location-specific, and action-specific ARARs
identified in this FS report" and Table 8-8 indicates that Alternative 1 will meet ARARs,
but since Alternative 1does not include treatment or mechanism to measure a reduction
in contaminant concentrations it cannot be assumed that Alternative 1will meet ARARs.
Further, the fact that Alternative 1 will not provide long-term-effectiveness and
permanence at Site 16 is acknowledged in Section 8.7.3. Please revise the text to state
that Alternative 1 will not meet ARARs.

102. Page 8-38, Section 8.7.3, second paragraph: Alternative 2 would also require a
prohibitionon residentialuse of the property.

103. Page 8-40, first paragraph, last sentence: EPA does not agree withthe 37 year
timeframefor Alternative2 to reachdomestic use remediationgoals. It would be
extremely difficult to removethe vinyl chloride in groundwaterwithout any active
remediation.

104. Page 8-40, fifth paragraph: Please revise this paragraph. There are many domestic
wells located in neighboring residences within a ¼ mile of this site and it is downplaying
a potential exposure pathway to say that use of the groundwater beneath Site 16 is
"highly unlikely". It is also possible that use of the off-base wells could draw
contamination from Site 16 across the base boundary and into these home wells.
Regardless, the water qualifies as a potential, possibly current, drinking water source,
both under federal and State criteria and MCLs need to be used as the RAOs to comply
with ARARs.
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105. Appendix A, Section 3.2, Trichloroethene, Pages A-4 and A-5: The last sentence of"
the firstparagraphin this section and the first full sentence on page A-5 appearto be
incomplete. Please review and revise these sentences to clarify their meaning.

106. Appendix C, Section 6.1.2.2, Assumptions for Technology Screen at Site 6, Page C-
10: The second bullet on this page aLddressesfollow-up treatment, but gives the duration
and sampling requirements fi)r pri.marytreatment. Please revise this bullet to provide the
duration and sampling requirements for follow-up treatment.

107. Appendix C, Section 6.1.3.3, Alternative 4: Plume Boundary Delineation, Active
Groundwater Treatment to Unrestricted Reuse Criteria, Groundwater
Contaminant Examination, and I,UCs, Page C-15: This section addressesremediation
to unrestricted reuse criteria, but the first bullet under "Active Groundwater Treatment
(ISCO or HRC) discusses assuml:,tionsfor the commercial/industrial reuse levels. Please
revise the FS to make sure the assumptions for the unrestricted reuse criteriaare listed in
this section and incorporated into the cost estimates.

108. Appendix C, Section 6.4.2.2, Assumptions for Technology Screen at Site 16, Page C-
27: The third bullet in this section indicates that effluent water will be discharged to the
storm sewer. Please clarify ifthi,; is correct, or if discharge to the sanitary sewer is
intended.

109. Appendix C, Section 6.4.2.2, Assumptions for Technology Screen at Site 16, Page C-
28: Under Site 16-Modified Fenton's Reagent, the fourth bullet discusses follow-up
treatment, but the same paragraph presents assumptions for primary treatment rather than
for follow-up treatment. Please revise this bullet to clarify the assumptions for follow-up
treatment. :

110. Appendix C, Section 6.4.2.5, Alternative 4: Plume Boundary Delineation, Active
Groundwater Treatment to Unrestricted Reuse Criteria, Groundwater
Contaminant Examination, and LUCs, Page C-33: The firstbullet underActive
GroundwaterTreatment(ISCOor HRC) addressestreatmentto commercial/industrial
reuse levels; however, this section applies to unrestricted reuse criteria. Please revise this
section to make sure the assumptions for the unrestricted reuse criteriaare listed and
incorporated into the c,ost estimates.

111. Appendix C, Remedial Action Alternative Cost Summary Sheets, Table C-2D: The
presentvalue analysis includesa 34 year time framefor annualO&Mcosts; however, the
annualO&Mcosts include LUCs. The LUCs underthe unrestrictedreuse scenariowere
assumedto apply only'duringthe active remediation,or 4 years. Please revise the present
value analysis to use fhe appropr_iateduratiorrfor LUCs.

112. Appendix C, Remedial Action Alternative Cost Summary Sheets, Table C-2E: The
presentvalue analysis includes a 35 year time frame for annualO&M costs; however,the
annual O&M costs include LUCs. The LUCs under the unrestricted reuse scenario were
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assumed to apply only during the active remediation, or 5 years. Please revise the present
value analysis to use the appropriate duration for LUCs.

113. Appendix C, Remedial Action Alternative Cost Summary Sheets, Table C-4B: The
cost summarydoes not appearto includesamplinganddisposal of decontamination
wastewater. Please revise the cost estimatesto include thiscost as appropriate.

114. Appendix C, Remedial Action Alternative Cost Summary Sheets, Table C-6A:
Underland use controls the total shouldbe $3,718 ratherthan $1,239. Please correctthis
total andrevise the correspondingpresentvalue annualO&Mcost as appropriate.

EPA ORC Comments:

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Need for multiple copies. For futuredocuments of this type, EPA requests that the
Navy provide three copies of the documentto EPA.

2. Groundwater classification and ARARs. The discussion of groundwater for the
various sites is insufficient. There needs to be more discussion either in the individual FS
chapters or on p. 2-9..Additionally, EPA disagrees with some of the Navy's conclusions.

• We recognize that EPA's position on GW at Alameda may appear to have evolved as we
have considered individual sites more in depth. Our analysis of the GWat OU1 can be
summarized as follows:

Given the quality of the water at Site 16, all parties have agreed that it should be
considered potential DW. Therefore, MCLs must be selected as ARARs. This is
necessary for protection of the res,ource, regardless of the potential reuse of the site.

At Sites 6 and 8, although actual use of this water for domestic consumption may
be unlikely, MCLs are generally considered to be ARARs for Class II water. In
determining whether MCLs are relevant and appropriate for sites such as these, the Navy
and regulators need to weigh both the goal of preserving the resource, and risk factors
such as the possibility of accidental ingestion by a child from a domestic well.

At Site 7, the groundwater is Class III. For Class III GW, there is much less
weight given to protecting the resource, and the preamble to the NCP indicates that
MCLs are not ARARs. Thus, remediation goals for Class III water need to be based on
risk.

Site 6 groundwater: This GW is 5 feet bgs and is contaminated with VOCs.
Site 6 is expected to be mixed use (,CivicCore and Marina District). The FS includes two
potential active remedies (both of which also include LUCs) as well as LUCs as a stand-
alone remedy (that possibly includes MNA). There is some confusion on exactly what
the substance of the GW LUCs would be. Specifically, for GW Alt. 3 (cleanup to
commercial/industrial levels), See. 5.6.3 indicates that the remedy would include a LUC
to prevent domestic use of the GW, while in 5.3.2.3. the FS indicates that this remedy
includes a LUC to prevent residential use of the site. MCLs are included as ARARs in
the Site 6 ARARs table, and the residential PRGs are calculated to include dermal,
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ingestion, and inhalation pathways and are set equivalent to the MCLs. On the other
hand, the ARARs discussion in the Site 6 chapter (Chapter 5) implies that only at Site 16
are MCLs being selected as ARARs

Site 7 groundwater: Here flaeGW is 3 to 3.5 feet bgs, and the reuse is
residential (Main Street Neighborhc,ods). TDS exceeds 10,000 so it's Class 111GW, so
MCLs are not ARARs under federal law. But the Regional Board may consider MCLs to
be ARARs under state law. Our main concern here is that the Navy appears to be not
even considering the GW despite high cancer risk numbers (total 3E-03 with a
background of 2E-04), and very high HI numbers (for a child, total of 33, background of
13, incremental of 20). ContaminarLtsare arsenic, thallium, PAHs. The Navy is already
doing a removal for TPH and MTBE - will that help with the other contaminants?

Site 8 groundwater: GW is 5 feet bgs and site is part of the Civic Core, intended
for commercial and recreational reuse. The FS for Site 8 does not discuss GW ARARs
because the Navy does not consider there to be any COCs

,- Site 16 groundwater: The Navy acknowledges that this is potential drinking
water and that they are selecting MCLs as ARARs (although they discuss this in the
chapter on Site 6 rather than the chapteron Site 16 - but they do state in the ARARs
appendix that MCLs are ARARs :forSite 16). The GW averages 5 feet bgs and the reuse
is non residential - industrial and open space. They appear to be relying on MNA to
eventually get to MCLs, although th,'y don't present MNA as a remedy component. The
LUCs under the LUC alternative and the industrial-cleanup alternative are for no
residential use of the water, not of the property. They do include a residential cleanup
remedy.

(a) If they are relying on }_IA, they need to include MNA as a remedy and
demonstrate that it meets EPA criteria for using MNA.

(b) The LUC should be no residential use of the property. This shouldn't be a
problem as the reuse is nonresidential. There could be a two-stage remedy if there is a
possibility for residential use.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Lack of clarity: (a) The executive summary of an FS should give the reader a snap shot
of what to expect in the document. This is especially cnacial in a complicated document
like this one that involves 4 sites, 2 media, and multiple contaminants. It would be
helpful to have in the executive summary a short paragraph on each site summarizing the
nature of the site, the anticipated reuse, and what COCs the Navy intends to address at the
site. (b) It is confusing for the second paragraph to suggest that soil contamination is
only being addressed for sites 7 and 8, when the bullets immediately following describe
all four sites. This should be clarified in the document. (c) EPA recommends explaining
at the beginning that even though the soil near the OWSs has not been characterized, the
FS evaluates remedies to address contamination that may be found during the
characterization of these areas.
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Chapter 1 - INTRODUCTION

2. P. 1-2. The FS says thattheNavy is notaddressingPAHs because they are"attributable
primarilyto the Marsh Crust. Marsh CrustICswill not protectagainstany risk from
PAHs in soil 0-8 feet bgs.

Chapter 2 - HISTORY & SETTING

3. P. 2-9, Sec. 2.4.3---GW Beneficial Uses: The statementthatGW at Sites 6 and 8 is not
considereda DW sourc,e isan overstatementand is a mischaracterizationof EPA's
letters. The Navy should include a fuller analysis of the GW either here or in the separate
FS chapters. See general comments on GW.

Chapter 5 - SITE 6 FS EVALUATION

4. P. 5-4, discussion of chemical-specific soil ARARs. In the discussion of RCRA, the FS
should note that RCRA requirements, even if not applicable, are generally found to be
appropriate and relevant at CERCLA sites. This should also be' done in the discussions of
RCRA in the chapters ,dealingwith the other sites.

5. p. 5-5. Groundwater chemical-specific ARARs for Site 6. It is too facile to say that
this is not a potential DW source. Kather, under EPA guidance, it is Class II groundwater
and is considered to be potential driaking water, although we acknowledge that actual
domestic consumption of this groundwater is not likely. In any event, Class II water
generally requires MCLs as ARARs;,and a fuller discussion is necessary. It appears from
Table 5-2 that the Navy is including;MCLs as ARARs for Site 6, although this is not
apparent from the text. There should be a more complete discussion of whether MCLs
are ARARs for the GW at site 6. See also General Comment

6. P. 5-21, Sec. 5.3.2.2, GW Alt. 2. It:is not clear whether "groundwater contaminant
examination"is a longer phrasefi_r"monitoring"as a remedycomponent,or whether it
refersto MNA as a potentialstand-aloneremedy. This shouldbe clarified,and the
standardterms should be used.

7. P. 5-21, Sec. 5.3.2.3, GW alt. 3. This section indicates that the LUCs for this alternative
would prevent both domestic use of GW and residential use of the site, while later, in
Sec. 5.6.3, only a prohibition on domestic use of the GW is included. EPA recommends
that the LUC include prevention of residential use of the site, as stated in this section.

8. P. 5-21, Sec. 5.3.2.3., GW all 3. The FS discusses "GW contaminant examination" for
30 years. It is not clear whetherthis means that the Navy intends to monitor for 30 years,
or that they expect that 30 years of natural attenuation will be necessary, or both. The
suggestion is that the active remediation will not attain PRGs, but this is not clear. Their
discussion of Alt. 4 is similarly confusing.
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Sec. 5.4. Detailed Analysis of Soil Alternatives

9. P. 5-24 and elsewhere, soil aR.2 (LUCs). Although there is much discussion of the
vehiclesforimplementingLUCs(landusecovenant,etc.),thereisnota cleardiscussion
of what the substance of the LUCs would be. It is unclear whether the LUCs would be
engineering controls (p. 5-10 & 5-.12), or a restriction on residential use of the property
(.p.5-30), or something else.

10. P.5-24, See. 5.4.2.1, soil ait. 2 (LUCs). Identifying the nature and extent of
contamination does NOT protect lattmanhealth. What is the LUC? This paragraph is not
sufficient.

11. P. 5-25, soil alt. 2 (LUCs), long-term effectiveness. It is difficult to see how this meets
the overall protectiveness criterion if it is not considered a permanent alternative,as
acknowledged in see. 5.4.2.3.

12. P. 5-26, Sec. 5.4.3.1, discussion of soil alt. 3 (excavation). For the fh'sttime in this FS,
there is mentionof runoff andwind erosion. If thatis a concern, it should also be
discussed in relationto the previous alternativeof LUCs.

13. P. 5-31,Sec. 5.5.2.2,ComparativeAnalysisfor SoilAlternatives. LUCsdon'treduce
toxicity.

5.6 Detailed Analysis of Alternatives for GW

14. P. 5-32, See. 5.6.1.2, GW Alt. 1 (no action), Compliance with ARARs. It is not
apparenthow the no-action alternatiivewill comply with ARARs, assuming that MCLs
areARARs. If the Navy is relying on naturalattenuationto reach chemical-specific
ARARs, that should be analyzedas anMNA remedy. Even if there is some evidence that
naturalattenuationis occurring, it cannotbe assumedthatthe no-action alternativewill
comply with ARARs withouta means of checking this, e.g. througha MNA remedy.
This commentalso applies to the comparativeanalysis on p. 5-40, See. 5.7.1.2.

15. P. 5-33, GW Alt. 2 (LUCs), LUC bullets: There should be a Navy deedrestriction,not
just a deed notice.

16. P. 5-34, Sec. 5.6.2.2, GW Ait. 2 (LUCs). If the Navy is relying on natural attenuation to
meet ARARs, the remedy should be analyzed as a MNA remedy. This again raises the
issue of what does "groundwater contaminant examination" means.

17. P. 5-35, Sec. 5.6.3, GW Alt. 3 (treatment to commercial/industrial). Thisparagraphis
confusing, as the remedy appears aimedat attainingcommercial/industriallevels, while
the first paragraphindicatesthat treatmentwill continueuntil concentrationsarereduced
to levels below domestic rernediationgoals, suggesting thattreatmentcould continuefor
30 years. Thus, there iisconfusion on how this alternativediffers fromAlt. 4 (treatment
to unrestricted levels).
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18. Sec. 5.6.4, GW Alt. 4 (treatment to unrestricted). Are the targetconcentrationsin fact
lower for Alt. 4 than for Alt. 3, or is it the short-term target concentrations that are lower
(or the concentrations to be achieved by the active treatment)?

19. Sec. 5.6.4.1, GW Alt. 4 (treatment to unrestricted). If the remediation goals will be
met within 3 to 4 ½ years, why is GCE (MNA?) necessary?

Chapter 6 - SITE 7 FS

20. P. 6-4, Sec. 6.1.3.1, ARARs. The FS states that there are no chemical-specificARARs
"because COCsexceeding risk criteriahave not been identifiedat Site 7." This is not the
correctanalysis. Even subtractingoutbackground,the cumulativeHI is 20. Even if
MCLs are not federal ARA1Lsfor Class III groundwater, they may be ARARs under State
law if the Regional Board does not determine that the GW should not be protected.
Additionally, even ifMCLs are not ARARs, the Navy needs to determine whether the
GW at Site 7 needs to be addressed ,dueto the risk of accidental ingestion in a
neighborhood of detached homes, with GW 3 feet bgs, on the east side of the base fairly
close to wells.

21. P. 6-7, Sec. 6.3.5., analysis of no-action alternative, short-term effectiveness. This
criterion is analyzed differently for the no action alternative for Site 7 than for Site 8,
where it is concluded that no action is not effective in the short-term because there is no
remedial action. EPA prefers the Site 8 analysis. This criterion is analyzed for Sites 6
and 16 the same way it is analyzed for Site 7, and our comment applies to those sites also.

Chapter 8: SITE 16 FS -

22. Sec. 8.1.3, ARARs. While the Site 16 ARARs table includes MCLs as relevant and
appropriate, the text in See. 8.1.3 does not include them. MCLs should be included as a
chemical-specific ARAR for all scenarios, not just as a remediation goal for a residential
reuse scenario. The discussion of the Site 16 GW ARARs in Chapter 5 (for Site 6)
should be moved to the Site 16 chapter.

23. See. 8.2.2.2, LUCs. The Navy should discuss the substance of the LUCs (e.g. no
excavation, no residential reuse).

24. 8.3.2.2, GW Alt. 2 (LUCs and "groundwater contaminant examination"). Again, the
Navy needs to clarify whether GCE is a new term for monitoring, or if they are
contemplating MNA as an aspect ot"this remedy. The same comment applies to the GCE

portion of the active remedies.

25. Sec. 8.6.1.2, GW Alt 1 (no action), Compliance with ARARs. It is not accurate to say
that this remedy will comply with ARARs through natural attenuation because there will
not be monitoring to confirm that. If the Navy is evaluating a MNA remedy, it should be
presented separately from no action.
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26. Sec. 8.6.2, GW Alt. 2 0LUCs). Th:isis another place where it is unclearwhether there is
a MNA component. Withoutit, thereis no evidence that this remedywill meetARARs.
If theNavy is including MNA as part of a remedy, they need to show that it will satisfy
EPA policy on MNA. Also, they should indicatehow long it will take thisremedyto
achieve ARARs.

27. Sec. 8.7.5, GW Comparative analysis, short-term effectiveness. Short-term
effectiveness will vary greatlyanlong the alternativesbecause Alt. 4 will achieve MCLs
in the short-term but the others will not. This should be reflected in the analysis.

28. Sec. 8.7.6, GW comparative analysis, implementability. Alt. 3 and 4 should notbe
considered the same in terms of LUCs, as Alt. 4 would require them for a much shorter
time.

29. Sec. 8.7.7, GW comparative analysis, cost. It is not clear how long LUCs will be
necessaryfor the variousalternatives. The Navy includes30 years for Alt. 3. One would
assumethatAlt. 2 would requiremore than 30 years of LUCs and Alt. 4 less than 30
years. There is mentionin section 8.7.8 thatAlt. 2 will take 37 years; this shouldbe
explainedearlier.

30. Table 8-5, pages 1-2, LUCs. The discussion of the LUCs should include a deed
restriction in Navy deed of the property.

APPENDIX B: ARARs
.

[CommentsregardingARARs also apply in manycases to the ARARs discussions in the
separateFS chapters andgenerally are not madeseparatelyin those chapters.]

31. General comment: EPA greatlyappreciatesthe focused ARARs discussion in this FS.

32. P. B-8, Sec. B1.2.3.2. Chronology of Efforts to Identify State ARARs. EPAurges the
Stateto submitan up-to-datelist of StateARARs as soon as possible to incorporateany
changes in requirementsor _malysissince DTSC's 1996 submission.

33. P. Bl1-12. The FS appearsto assume that some of the wastewill be RCRA
characteristicHW and thatthe soils will need to requirestabilizationpriorto disposal.
Are there ARARs for that process?

34. P. B-13 - B-14, B2.1.1, Groundwater ARARs. See general comments. Also,
(a) The Navy should explain why California MCLs rather than federal MCLs are

considered to be relevant and appropriate. A chart with the relevant numbers would be
helpful.

(b) The Navy :_houldascertain the current status of the Regional Board's proposed
de-designation of GW in this OU from the MUN designation.

23



(c) P. B-20, language concet.-ningCalifornia's position on SWRCB Resolutions is
copied from the ROD for another base and would need to be edited to have any meaning
in this FS.

35. P. B-22 third paragraph says that as i-ongas excavated material remains inside the AOC it
is not newly generated and will not be subject to RCRA generator, treatment or other
waste management requirements. This statement is somewhat misleading, as it implies
that RCRA requirements will not be considered to be ARARs because the excavated
material would remain in the AOC. However, while land disposal requirements do not
apply within an AOC, other RCtLa,requirements area often found to be ARARs. It
appears, however, that the Navy is identifying 22 CCR 66262.34 as applicable for the
temporary storage of waste within the AOC.

36. P. B-25, B3,1.1. ESA. Consultation requirements are generally not considered to be
TBCs, although EPA encourages the Navy to follow such requirements.

37. P. B-26, first line, remove the second "is."

38. Sec B4.2.1. RCRA Requirements. In the discussion of 22 CCR 66262.34, the FS
should note that this ARAR in turn triggers other requirements depending on whether the
waste is placed in containers, tanks, drip pads, or containment buildings.

39. P. B-27, B4.2.2.ICs. The FS says that at Site 6, ICs "will" be implemented to prevent
residential reuse of the property. Should "will" be "may"?

40. P. B-27, Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law. EPA does not consider
requirements based on the Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law to be
ARARs because they are not based on an environmental law.

41. P. B-28, ICs. The paragraph that EPA does not agree that certain sections of the
California codes are ARARs should be removed. EPA has reconsidered statements to
that effect submitted in previous Alameda documents.

42. P. B-29, B4.2.2.3, Vapor Removal. This paragraph is confusing because it states that
there are no ARARs for this part of the remedy, but it also indicates that the system
would be installed in accord with BAAQMD regulations, suggesting that there may be
some BAAQMD ARARs that should be considered. This should be clarified.

43. Sec. B4.3, Soil Alt. 3, Excavation, Action-Specific ARARs. Would substantiveNPDES
requirementsfound in the generalpermit for stormwaterrunoff from constructionsites
apply to anyof the excavation remedies in this FS?

44. GW ARARs: EPA does not believe UIC requirementswould be ARARs for ISCOor
HRC.
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Table 2. California Human Health Screening Levels for Indoor Air and Soil Gas
....... i ,

2ShallowSoilGas
tIndoor Air Human Health

Human Health Screening Levels
Screening Levels (Vapor Intrusion)

g/mb "
Commercial/ Commercial/

Industrial Industrial
Residential Land Use Residential Land Use

Chemical Land Use Only Land Use Only
Benzene 8,40 E-02, 1.41 E-01 3.62 E+01 1.22 E+02
Carbon Tetrachloride 5.79 E-02. 9.73 E-02 2.51 E+01 8.46 E+OI
1,2-Dichloroethane 1.16 E-01 1.95 E-01 4.96 E+01 1.67 E+02
c&-1,2-Dichloroethylene 3.65 E+01 5.11 E+01• 1.59E+04 4.44 E+04
trans-l,2-Dichloroethylene 7.30 E+01 1.02 E+02 3.19 E+04 8.87 E+04
Ethylbenzene ' Postponed3 Postponed 3 Postponed 3 Postponed3
Mercury, elemental 9.40 E-02 1.31 E-01 4.45 E+01 1.25 E+02
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether 9.35 E+00 1.57 E+01 4.00 E+03 1.34 E+04
Naphthalene . 7.20 E-02 1.20 E-01 3.19 E+O1 1.06 E+02
Tetrachloroethylene 4.12 E-01 6.93 E-01 1.80 E+02 6.03 E+02

TetraethylLead 3.65 E-_. ' 5.11 E-04 . 2.06 E-01 5.78 E-01
Toluene 3.13E4_2 4.38E+02 1.35E+05 3.78E+05
l, 1,1-Trichlor0ethane 2.29 E+03 3.21 E+03 9.91 E+05 2.79 E+06
Trichloroethylene 1.22E+00 2.04 E+00 5.28 E+02 1.77E+03
VinylChloride 3.11 E-02 /5.24 E-02 1.33E+OI 4.48 E+OI
m-Xylene 7.30 E402 "1.0'2E+O3 3.19 E+05 8.87 E+05
o-Xylene .... 7.30 E.O2 1.02E+03 3.15 E+054 8.79E+O_
p-Xylene 7.30 E+02 1.02 E+03 3.17 E+05 8.87 E+05
Reference: Appendix I, OEI_HA Target' Indoor Air Cortcen'_ations and SoiI-G_' Screcning Numbers for Existing Buildings under
Residential and Industrial/Commercial land uses.
Notes:

I. "Residential Land Use" screening levai_ generally considered adequate for other sensitive uses (e.g., day-care centers, hospitals, etc.).
Comme_iaVindustrial prope_its should be evaluated using beth residential and commercial/industrial CHHSLa. A deed restriction that
prohibits use of the property for sensitive purposes may be required at sites that are evaluated and/or remediated under a
commercial/industrial land use scenarioonly.

Calculation ofcumulative risk may be required at sites where nmltiple contaminants with similar health effects art present.
Carcinogens: CHHSLS based on target cancer risk of [0-6. Ca.FEPA cancer slope factors used when available.
Noncarcinogens: CHHSLS based on target hazard quotient of 1.0.
2. Soil Gas: Screening levels based on soill gas data collected <:1.5 meters (five feet) below a building foundation or tim ground surface.
Intended for evaluation of potential vapor intrusion into buildittgs and subsequent impm:ts to indoor-air. Soil gas data .should be collected
aml evaluated at all sites with significant _,masof VOC-impaen_d soil. Screening levels also apply to sites that overfie plumes or"VOC-
immmted groundwater.
3. Calculation of a screening number for tee chemical has been postponed (pp) until the toxicity critmion currently being developed by
OEHHA is published as a final document
4. Representative Scre_.'ng Numbers for raixed xylmes. T_tereta'tseatative vakm for mixed xylanes is based on the calculated lowest
onemmmgstthe threeisomers.
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